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One of the/most difficult tasks of any administrator
whether in eduda ion business some other function is to

-determine the effectiveness o personnel. In handling this

problem, admi iatrators generally use a system of

The problems' in determining employee effective-
/

noes` in buSiness have been documented by the Conference

Board, a business research group. Two major problems cited

by the Conference Board involved inaccurate appraisals of

employee performance, and lack of time administrators spend

in making evaluations.1

Tkie problems involved- in determining teacher effec-

tiveness are also well-documented and are similar. Lack o

time spent by evaluators, lack of pommunication between

-teachers and evaluators, Land disagreement over forms and pro,-

cedures'used in evaluations arp.but a few of the problems

-that. plague teacher evaluations. 'Biddle and EllenasuMmedAt

up well when they wrote:

With all this research activity, results- -have been
modest -ancroften contradictory. Few if any:facts- are now
d=emed..established aboutte.achereffectiveness and many
f mal findings have been repudiated. --It is not an ,

1 seociated Pre dispatch, qhkgago Tribune, Novem-
ber 17, 1977,:p. 10, co z 1-2.



exaggeration to .6ay that we do not itoday know how to:.
select, -train for, encourago,:or evaluate teacher effec,
tivenesd.2

4

Perhaps eValuations

e if evaluators knclw what teachers think.of -theii-aceura

can he improied and made more

evalUatiOna. If teachers,disagree with all -part of-the
4

evalUations, there is a 'good chance-that very little,benefit

Will come of them.

STAITEME T (OF THE PROBLEM

The major objective of tfiis study was to assess

ondary-school teacher attitudes toward thefr evaluations To

-achieve tills objective, teacher opinion was sought by means

of a questionnaire dealing with, areas such as the.main pur

. Pose .of evaluations,th- accuracy of extSluations, changes

made by teachers iafter their evaluations and whether evalu

tions were used to teachers' disadvantage.' It was hypoth4-

sized th'at the respqnses to these questions would reveal

teacher - attitudes toward their eValuations.-

A seicondary objective-or this study waa to determine'

the types of evaluation forms and *procedures used lin evalua-

\
tione'throughout Northeast. Nebraska. Another secondary

objective was to ass sss, the chdnges teachers say they would

like to haVe made n evaluation procedures used in their.

schools.,

tem -a

Bruce4j. Biddle and William J. Ellena eds. Con
Research on Teacher Effectiveness (New York: Wolt,

Rinehart and nston, p.



BACKGROUND OF THE STU

The idea for this Study originated whet a teacher

told the author that her evaluation was being used to intim-

idate her. Because the pLrpose of evaluations s(to itimu-.

late the improvement of instruction, the study was gesigned
-/

to discover if-other teachers had a similar reaction. A

review of the related literature disclosed comparatively libv

tie research dealing with teacher assessment of their evalu
r

ations. As a result, a survey concerning teacher assessment

of their evaluations was made of sixty-three junior-senior

high-school teachers in Northeast-Nebraska .3

3A complete explanation of :he methodology is con-
tained in Chapter 3.-



SURVEY OF03.ELATED LITERATURE

The process-of-evaluation has probably been debated'

by educators with more ittenaity and deeper concern than RITy
1

her aspect. of educaidn. Tile subject of chapter

includes three. phases of evaluation: (1) criticisms of past

evaluation procedures, (2) the relb.tienship be ween evalua-

teachers! react on to super-t ion and ,supervision;

vision.

and- (

OF PAST EVALUATIOkPRO 'ES

©ne.major criticism of past OrlilatiOn-probedUrea:had

been that teachers nd supervisors do nOt always agree. -.a a to

What- constitutes'effective:teaching. In addition, these'

groups.do not always agree-al to -what instrument should be

used to -Measure teacher effectiveness. A'study_of selected

teachers at Southern Illinois University, Ca;bohdale, 1111-

nois, cohclpded that possibly neither the teacher nor the

supervisor is capable of correctly evaluating teacher effec-

eness 1.

As a reset

1-'David T. AdAfee, "Evaluation of thy; eachert Do
Tbachers'and SupervitorS Agree": High_School Journal, 58:
May; 975.

his controversy between supervisos



and teachers, many 'different types of evaluation forma and

propedures have been devided. The following is a summary of

alaluation practices used in the last fifty years.

,According to James Buck and James Parsely, prior to

an during the 1930s most educators agreed the: way to

evaluate the effectiveness of teachers was to observe them

teachingin the classroom.. In order to assist evaluators--

measuring.the proficiency of' teachers,education ,specialists

created rating scales to determine the teachers' serial rela-

tions, instructional skills, personal characteristics and

pro easional_qualifications 2. However in studyin .evalua-

tions ,hosed ;on a rating .scab as a major determine of teach-

ing effectiveness researchers found the criteria sed were

often arbitrary and vague. In'1945,- Reavis and Cooper anal-
. 4 -

pecific items in rating.forms. In their subSequentyzed

ort they noted certain weakne ses in rating scales corn

m nly used in school 'systems, al f definition of items,

ambiguous terms, and "items that'linked two independent ele-
..k

ments for a single judgement." On this basis the authorscon-
.

eluded, Ratin appear to be invalid, thet as comprehensive

measures of either general or specificrteach ng ability.

2james J. Huck and James F. Parsely Jr.i:TheWay We
.Se It: A Su e of T -=her Evaluation Policies and. Practices

ant _n; ., ducat _ona esour- ,,
hfformat on ei to ocuMent EP 084-223 'March, 197j.

-C; Reavis and L) H. Cooper,_ Evaluation of !reacher
Merit in City School Systems. Supplementary Educational Mon-
ogr phst No..,59 iChicago:-Universq.ty of Chicago Press, 1945) ,

cite by Hazel Davis,"Evolution.of Current PraeticeS in



in the same vein,- A.10.-Hell ritzsch cohclud

int scales have litttj in Bo on WithanTotthe

teacher abilities Measured, including the ability:of the

teach.er to promote pupil growthe4 In 1954i Harold` M.. Ander-

son seemed to concur with the findings of Reavis and Cooper

'add of-Ilellfritzsch:

In-zeneral-no-adeluate-basis-forivalidation 0 .teach-
ers eXists at present.. There is apparently no -general
agreement as to what is good teaching, and.even.if there
were, present day measures lack-the _reliability neces-
sary for valid criteria.

With the revival of interest in merit pay proposals

in the 1940s it became increasingly important to measure the

"effectiVe teacher. In a number of _states, prograMs were

initiated in which superVisors would evaluate teachers on.

factors other thn dgree` and experience. The prograrits for

the most part failed. As-of 1967,:in only four of the eight
'

'States surveyed-Georgia,:South CarOlina, Tennessee, and Utah

-were programs still in ekistence.6

lEvaluatiAg Teacher Competence," Contemporary Research on :-
Teacher EffeCtiveness ed. Bruce-J.- Bid-d-le.aiki7WilliamL
Ellena (Nevi York:-Holt;-Ririehart and Winston, Inc., 1964) #,
pp. 53-54. s

, _

A. G. Ifellfritzsch, "A Factor Analysii-of'Teacher
Abilities," Journal of Ex erimental Education 14:184, Decem-
ber, 1945!

5Harold. Milton_ Anderson, "A Study of Certain Criteria
of Teaching Effectiveness," Journal of Experimental Education
23:69, September, 1954.

McPhail,' Teacher Evaluation-_-A State-by-
--Statelmaluis, U. S., Educational-Resources-Information Can .

ter, ERIC Document, ED 014-449, OctOber, 19674 States where
supervisors attempted th evaluate teachers by ways'other-than

a



nother method used to-evaluate teacher,,effective-

,neas has been to Compare a teacher character

ality trait with A spediflcs 'outcome variable. 'Some traits

that were considered in evaluating teacher_effec v eis

were sex, age, socio-economiebackgroundi academic 'achie

tent,.. marital status, intelligence,. and voice- quality.
I

an exhaustive study 'conducted in 1957 involving over 6

teachers in 1,700 schools And -450 school systems, D 111rans

was unable to find any variable that had. a significant '8orre

lation with teacher effectiveness.7 Ryans-further explai

that eff6ctive teaching must be corgi elated with three sets of

cbnditiona:

..degree and /of- experience include:

(1) Delaware: salary ihereases for teachers with
urtain(ratings.

(2) Florida Career Increment Co petency'Awards and
National Teacher Examination scores.

(3),Georgia:_liatidnal TeaAer Examination scorea.for
sixth- and seltenth.lear certificates.

(4) New York: Merit Promotional Increments.

(5) NaKth Carofina: a series of experimeq.al pro rams.

(6) South Carolina: National Teacher Examination.

(7) Tennssee: a salary differential' supplement to
ior teachers.

(-8) Utah: Tilwenty dollar's for each Distribu
be applied for salary differentials

.,

-ion Unit

7David G. Ryans, Characteristics o it
-tion Com.arison and A sisal. A

n R. 3 G.

Teachers: The
esearch Stud



(1) The social or Cultural group-in which thQ teacher
operates, involving social values which frequently -differ
from persoh tcP-pgrson,' community to community, culture'to

.(culture, and time to time.

(2) The grade level and subject matter being taught.

ual and personal charactdristics of the(3) Tnteli
ls taught.

n the. 1-960sa newmethOd of estimatingteacher-effec-

tiveheas became popular. ,This,tethod involvedobberving.

interaction betWeenthe teacher:and:stUdents in a classtodat.

order tdmeaSure.thi interaction accurately, a,.iramber

indices were createdi Flan-ders, Interaction Analysis Proce-

dure, Mark's Verbal Reaction Behavior, and Log and Ober's

Reciprocal Category System. There are differing opinions in

the literature cOncerning:how much interaction analysis
=

-improved 'lnst'ruction'. Campbell and- Barnes reported that

.interaction analysis-provided an approach-for objective eval-
.

uation. Instead' of, the subjective evaluations used throughout

-They wrote:

- .7We Can now give the teacher something- definite;bo h..
in the form of diagnosis and subsequent-prognosis to:.utilize, =in improving his teaching, and perhapswe can
Move:'away froM the-hopeleSsly vague:folklore_which has
come' to -be'known as.-education

A, leis efithusiastic,-viewthan that of Campbell and

- Barnes -aS that- Of:Borah Rosenshine:.

It is pOssible that theimajor usefulness.pf IA
gnteraction. Analysis] will be in identifying extremes

P '371.

9James BpedCampbell and Cyrus W. Barnes, "Interac-
onAnalysis--A Breakthrough," Phi Delta__Kapan, 50:589,
une, 1969.



--those- eachers who are moSt-or least effective - -and-
that the scatter in the middle will be too large to fit

.

any type of cu'rire.10
.

.

Questicining older methods of evaluatiori, educational

researchers have advocated ,giving the teacher 'a more' .active

"role..in'theevaluation process. The:Tatiohale behind this

approach is that'-ifa teacher has an-active-role in the.evai

u4tionprdcels, he.will be more apt to consider using sug-.

Bested changes in his instruction. One system based on the`

teacher-self-evaluation.toncePt.was launched,- by E., Wayne

Rbbeson. Using his _,own Teacher Self Appraisal Observation

System in California and Arizona schools, .Pr. Robeson saw:

(1) an increased awareness of different instruc-
tional patterns.

(2) ap improvement of..teacher morale and a itUde-0

(3) improved instruction.

(4) increased student achieVement 11

krecent innovation in the evalUation of teacher

effectiveness is micro .-teaching. In this system a conven-

tional lesson. is scaled doWn in three ways. -it lasts only

five or ten- minutes:' it is presented to A "class" of five

volunteers in place of the regular pupils; and it,is designed

for the teacher to exhibit jut one specific skill, which is

the'subjectofthe evaluation. The lesson is recorded on

1°Borah Rosenshine, Interaction Analytis: A Tardy
Comment," Phi Delta:KanPari, 51:446, 'April, 1970.

11E. Wayne Robeson, "Teacher Self Appraisal: A Way
to Iffiprove Instruction," Journal of Teacher E cation,..22:
471, Winter, 1971.
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, video-tape -a-.nd the teacher listens to himself,

receives cr4ic1sm-from,speciallv-trained supervisors.
. Then

he -repeatt-the lesson to-a new group of volunteers, an

Attempt to improve on his first presentation, From. th_
.

video -tape of the second presentation the teacher can deter-
,

mine whether he.ha. mproved:.
12

Opponents of the micro-teaching method of evaluation

have asserted that A teacher does not,use the same techniques
. .

with a class-of volunteer "pupils" as he'does with a -regular

A
s. Also, becaUse,the teaching'is-conducted,in an arti-

ial milieu, the results may be

Another method used to evaluate-teaChers involves-

accoun ability techniques. The concern over accountability

became so widespread that b- 1974 forty state legislaturasd,

had:enacted or attempted to enact evaluation programs based

on accountability techniques. HaVe teachers-Accepted account-

ability, in evaluation ?. In assessing the Michigan accountabil-

ity-system, Hause .Wendell Rivers, and -D. L. Stbffie-
.

beam submitted that One of the Most censurable aspects of the..,

Michigan system was the use of test scores as the major cri-

terialor determining teacher effectiveness."

1212N. L. Gage, "An Analyticd1 Approach to Researchpq
Instructional Methods," Phi Delta KaPPan, 49:692 June, -19 68.

13Buck and Parsely, loc. cit.

14Ernest Hause, Wendell Rivers, and Daniel L. u le
beam, "An Assessment of the Michigan A;ciountability System,"
Phi Delta KaPPan, 55'667 June, 1974.

=A_



eff

ing down a hill.'

had

Tn diScussing the total Mi higan accountabi

the authors described "a giant snowball roll-

While- admitting the accountabillity model
a number of good features, they fend it "Unfortunately

was not tlioroUghly thought through, and it has, gathered

momentum- somewhat lacking in thou htful control."15

In discussing the accountability procedures used
the Mt. Diablo school district in California, Christopher
Cory reported thAt tIm'results had been "somewhat -l@ss than

1 6
baffo" E7 Cory's major criticisms of the iccountabil-

ity program were: (1) there was too much paperwork Inyolved
(2) it encouraged narrow te chin and (3) the measuring

devices were not adapted_ to all the different problems the-

teachers confront. Coi.y concluded that the "dead hand". of

accountability rban,oniy increase both pipe and'para-
noia."2-7.

Using accountability in 'determining teacher effec-

tiveness:Seems to fall in the same category as merit. Pay--

although it looks. appealing in theory it is extremely diffi-.
cult to put into-practice. In a recent survey of 300teach-

ers and student teachers -in a four- state-area, 79:percentaf

thi teachersigenerally supported the idea of accountability;

p. 669.

16Christopher Cory, 1"The Heavy Hand of Accountability,"
LearilherintiveTeichin, 2:21,?; March,1974.

17Ibid. pp. 24, 25, 26, 28.



howeve that group, 55 percent had'so e.reseevations.

The researchers interpreted -hese reservations as evidence.

that whereas most teachersmere not opposed to some type of

ampountability in a hypothetical sense, they felt

not work in practice
18

would

.

In dismissing accountability, Allan Ornstein Mated

that before the accountability movement proceeds any farther
14,

the following questions must be answered: (1): Where does

teacher accountability begin and end? (2) Who determines who

will be held accountable ,for what and to whom? (3) .How'are

the :result's' going to be meaiUred?19' Dr.. Ornstein s reaction

to and Akgpticism about,accountability are added indications

that even today numerous people- question its value.

HE RELATIONSHIP ETWEEN EVALUATION
AND SUPERVISIOy

The-ter supervision' has man .connotations. Acc'

ingito:the Merriam- Webster- 'dictionary_ supervision is "the

sing."
20.

To the edu7

probably not-as

the purpose, that is, to improve instruction.

act, proceis, or occupation of supery

ca the definit en of supervisiod

importan

113homes L. Good and othe s;. "How Teachers View
Accountability," Phi_DelaKappan, 5 367-36$ January, 1975,

19Allan C. Ornstein, "The Politics of Accountabil-
_

ournal of Research and neve o ment in Education.
74 -75, ovem e

20--Philpabcock-Oove .and
-Third New International.Dictiona
nabridAed piing

1966-

others (eds.), Webster s
of the lish Lanlua e

C. erria ompan



Although techniqu of"supervisionhave changed in the last

seventy years the main goal has-not. .As early as 1913, an

article in ICylaalla2fEducation contained the statement,

"The chief function of supervision to it prove_teaching

practice 7,21
-Thirty years later,-in .the

(at:.

Modern Education, supervision of instruction was defined as

"the variety of means used by administr=ators, supervisors,

and ,teachers themselves to improve the teaching and learning

process."22

IA 1959, H.. M. Harmes defined supervision as "setv-
23ices provided op improvement

-
instruction." In

1975, Kiff4all Wiles defined .instructional supervision as "an

organizational behavior system that interacts with the teach-,

ing behavior system to improve the quality of education for

studentsi"24.

.Alihough educational.researchers.agree that the most

important goal of supervision i 'the improvement of instruc-
,

tion, they_have not determined whether this actually happens.
I .

21H erir3J "Supervision of Teach_
edia o Education (1913), V, 468.

22 I 6

5 ' Lea M. Chamberlain andTreeman,R.
Butts,---"Supervi-sion of Inatruction," Eno clo-edia of Moddrn EduCatidn, ed.Harry N. Rivlin (New Yor Philosophical Library Inc! 1943)p. 781.

HArtes, proving Teaching thr o ugh Supervi-
siOn: How Is It VorkIng?" Educational Administration and
Sunerviaion,. 59:169, .May, 199!-

24-
Kimball Wiles and John T. Lovell, §11)1=1ELIII,Better Schools (Englewood Cliffs., N. J. Pre111.2.11,

1975, X p.



14

Iii 1964. the Research Division of tide National Education A so-

ciation cosinpleted a survey of administrative practice: in

the,area of evaluat4on and the reaction of _teacher's, princi-
k.

pals, and suprintende- o these practices. To the ques--

tion, "What desirable outcomes om the program of teacher

evaluation have you observed in yotir school system Add

other comments if you wish,".theAattcome mentioned most f

quentir by super intendents,'prIncipals, and teachers was

the program stimul tes staff to instruction."2'

Whereas thif seems concur with what educational res arch-
,

ere .previously have round, a cIoser,looW at the data is in
r.

order. In ncLgroup participating in the surVey. did over 42

percent of 'the au erintendents, 52 -percent of the-ir.q.nipals,

or 25 percent of the, teachers making written comments,

res and that evaluations imprbved ± nstruction. 26

In examining these percentages It is important to

note that 'administrators re orted mbre improvements than-
,

v ,

teachers did'. In fact, 26 ercent of all teachers who, wrote'
t 4 r

c'omments stated th4y 'bad observed no desirable outcomes from

the-school system's teacher evaluation program. "?'
(.,

One of thb teachers' major criticisms conderning-
?

their aluationsidas that.adreinistrators were too busy with

25National Education AssociationResearch Division;
-Evaluation:of Cl r srpom Teachers (Washington,-D.C.: -ionalducation _ssoCiatlon, 1.60; p. 64

2 61bid.0 pp. 83, 0, 101-.

27Ibid., p. 68
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28'other duties to cond fectivee uaio Teachers,

, were not the only c*s withthiscomplaint.. In all but one

the.:categoripsYtf printipls surveyed, pv r half of the

principals surl'ayed reported ther*schedules.didnot allow

enough time,for accurate evaluations of classroOM teachers.29
,,One grin ipal commented: "I feel I am doing very poor job,

in the ea of teacher evaluation. Ober d ties,prevent

vi ons as much. as Iwould deoir;re."3C)
a

In a similar study,; some Louisiana school supervisors

revealed they spent most of their time performing tasks such

as visiting classroom, work, conferring with

principals andteachers, wo g with lay groups, travelin

and'partiiipating in conferences. On analysis, nearly half

f these activiiies turned out to be unrelated to

3
improvement of-iAstruction.-

1

x.

Fina whether evs,I9a ons. were written or -oTal

seemed'to have n impact on their effeCtiveneas. In school.
.

where written evaluations-were used, larger percentages,

prIncipals and teachers reported improved instruction than
32in schoolS where oral evaluatio-Pi were used.

t

3°Ibid.,

'31Thomas R. Landry, "Louisiana Supervisors Examine
Their Practices," Educational_Administration_and S rvision
59:310, September, 1959°

32-
--National Educe

op. ci p. 65.
ion. Associa ion--Research Divisionk



-One- inference-that. can be. drawn frowthis evidep is:
Supervisors should take -a major role1 in evaluating teachers,

$

but many do not.. When supervisors do c t: spend enough time
with evatuatiolas they cannot determine which teachers are
1.1competent. More important, potentially good teachers may

remain mediocre because hany, of the recommendations that
could have been made to improve teaching have not been made."aD 4

TEACHER REACTION TO SUPERVISION

Pro ably more significant than the method of s pervi-
sion is the reaction of the teacher to the concept' of super-
vision. In discussing this issue, Colon noted that whenever
teachers anticipate being supervised they react in one of two
general ways:

(I) a kind
emotionalized allegian're to the co ice.ptsupervision; or

(2) a swift,and apprehensive rejection of al butanarrow range of approved supervisory activities.

Beyond-these, Cogan-listed.six specific types of
teacher toward. Supervision:

a) a clear ambivalence
about`' supervision:'a dramatic ccontrast betweena strong commitment to the principle ofSupervision and a stubborn, deep-seated. distrust ofdireCt- supervisory intervention in the classroom;

(2) a dedire to, fqcus supervision on inspirationalleadership and on broad objectives rather than specific.

(3) a need for a "human relations" orientation tnithe entire

33Morris Cogan, Cl nica u e Jon (Boston: Houghston Mifflin Company, 1973 p.
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,

.-(4) wgeneralized ,rejection br.supervi ion designed
to work directly 'on changes in the teacher's classroom
ehavior;

(5) 4-need to exert powerful controls over the kindsof supervision practiced in e,the schools, expressing --

itaelAsometimes As a demand for self-!su ervision,or for.
supervision mainly by -invitation; and

(6) a need -of scithe teachers to .seek he-protective
anonymity of a group through a focus on gpoup york:-rath'er
than individual programs of improvement.

Agreeing- principle with Cogan but writing more

candidly were Casey Banes and Sandra Feldman. Bane-3 in

observing teachers'. dliotrust of thepervisor,-eeportel

that teachers are not likely to report any of,their weak=

nesses to the supervisor lest this be used as "just cause"

not renewing their contract.35

Feldman argued ;that teachers nay. fear s perVisors

because they cOuld be the victims of an evasion of responsi-,-

bility'prOcess. That is in attempting to evade responsibil-

ity for some teacher's action that has aroused the anger of

parents, of,the school, Lboard4 or of any other, group, the prin-

cipal may complain: "It not thy fault the teacher's contract

'prevents me froth doing what you suggest "
3

In
,

her most acid

comment Feldman said to fear superviSion because:

. existing methods of evalpating are subjec'tive
punitively oriented, based on the opinion of supervisors

col. 6.

Union

34Ibid.

3'?Chicago Tribune, October

- 'SandraSandra Feldman, Teacher Ev ation: A Teacher
Is View, U. S., Educational: esoprces nformation

C Document ED 086,647, November, 1972..

1977, Sep, P. 7,



who do not know orre afput teaching than they do;
Lthese evaluation are easily used in a discriminating
way against the outspoken, the nonconformers, the union
activist the creative

SUPRART

he related literature dealt with three aspects of

evaluation : criticisms of past evaluation procedures; the
-13

relationship between evaluation and supervision and teach-

--,erp' reactions to evaluation-.

Ih criticisms of'past evaluation, procedures it was
I

noted that teachers and 'supervsors-do ngt always agree, as to
1

the .mast. fective instrument for these procedures. These

-procedures made v'se of rating scales, merit.pay, comparisons

eaAer characteristics with specific Outcomes,. interac-

n -analysis, teacher involvement .in evaluatio micro

teaching techniques, and-laccountability techniques.

The literature dea

evaluatiOn and supervisi

g with therelationship between

vealed that in the opinion 6f

principals, teachers, and /sup rint endents, the most.important.

goalofetalhation, is the improve tent
- .

nstuction.

teachers and prinCipals complained that not enough time was

spent by principals in elialuatingfteachers.-

In discussing teachers' reactions to- evaluation, the .

-literature showed that teachers react in various ways toWard-.

-evaluation, from acceptance of evaluative activities to .,a

total re ec ion of the-
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The 1Surpos

Chapter.

:ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

f7thiS chapter o despri_

selected for the,survey and explain the procedifresused

gathering t'he data. Also, the:chapter inaludes. the reSult-
,

derived-from-the data obtained in the survey;

METHODOLOGY

The aim -of this study was to gather-infarmation and

data related to junior. and senior high school teachers'
.

asSessmenta.orevaluations in public and,parochial systems:

in,NortheaSt Nebraska. A questionnaire:and a-letter explain-

e ng the intentof the survey (see Appendixes) were mailed. to

one teacher in each of,fifty even ,public Schools anttsix..

arochial,schoo1s-4nNbrtheastiNebaska, selected at rand

from =the North

Nebraska:Alas defined as hat:part of Nebraska bounded on'the

north And east by the Missouri River, n.the south by

Nebraska highway §lv and o the west by Nebraska highway 14.

4Each teacher was assured anonymity. The questionnaires were
-1

the Selected teachers. Of a

forty were received, for a

mailed on November 12, 1977, to

possible sixty-three responses,

63 percent return. The data we

yzed. Afollow -up study of tho

e th tabulated and anal-',

who did not return the



questionn aa not cOnduc ees:use,' °Wing

nymity of the-respondents it was dmpZdsible to

which teachers had not returned questipnnaires.

ANALYSIS OF TEACHER RESPONSE

ues onnaires used in the survey

rtheast Nebraska with a - 'schoe

grades seven, throug melve. Of the forty returned three

lacked'answers to most of the questions because teachers at

these schools had mot been evaluated. Some other respondents:

did not.antwer all ,questions and
/

still others did not follow
A

direttions, so th t the responsesto some of the questions

had to be thrown/out.

Year Taught byreachers

Because teachers with -more experience-might react

differently to. evaluations than-those-with Tess experience,.
teachers were asked the number of,years they had taught in

their present school. _Table I (see page 21) shows the number

of years the teachers had taught in their present school. It

was found in this survey that. a majority of the teachers in

the sample had taught fou more ears in their school.

The small Percentage sf first-year teachers can_be attributed

to the fact that tie' sample vas selected from the 1976-1977

edition of the 'NebrSka Educational DireCtory and the survey

was cOnduCted-bfore the 1977-1978 edition was avail ble; ae
,

a result most- of those teachers who would have'beenin their



Nu be Years

Table

ught in Pre sent ool

- Years taught in
prilsen -schthol

;Numb

4 or more

lotal

atear of

Percent

2.5

15 0'

E:,0 0,

40

eaching would no' b

100.00

ncluded in the sample.

Number and length of Evaluations

The number and length of clgssroom evaluations we
also considered to have a significant impact on teacher,

assessment of theinevaluations;'henceAfi
respondents were

aaked-the-mumber and length of classroom evaluati s,
'Another concern.was hether'there was any` relation between
the number:of years taught and the number of evaluations a

teacher had in a year. Tables 2 and 3 (see page 22) show

the number and length-of evaluations of these teachers. Of
special interest in Table-2.4s the fact that. 10 percent

the teachers received no formal evaluations.

Table 3 shows that the majority of the evaluations
-lasted between thirty minutes and one hour. However, 28 per_
ent of the teachers- evaluationsIaated less than fifteen

minutes, supporting one of the:,maior.--cri cis s by leachers
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kited in Chapter 2--that is, administrators are too busy with

o her duties to conduct comprehensive evaluations.
t

Table 2.

Ntmber of Tites, Respondents Were
Eva1uated in,a School Year

truber of
EvaItations

Number 13erce

2

3 2

or-More

19

35.0

.0'

2.5

Total 40 100.0

Length

Table

Length of Evaluation

Number -Percent

Up to 1 5 minutes

-From 15 to 30 minutes

From 30 minutes to one hour

More than one hour

10

15

28

28

3

Total 36 100



Year- Tau ht ,e sus Number of_of Evaluations_ 'er Year

,Table 4: (see page. 24) shows further ,analysis; of the

data, the relation between the number of years taught and the

number of evaluations a teacher had per year. From the data'

it.-appears that the more years of teaching experience
.

erience a,
.

teacher had, the fewer evaluations made per year'. Only,one

teacher with four or more years of teaching experience, and

no teacher with three years of teaching experience, had pore

than two evaluations per year; whereas 33 percent of teach-

ers,with two years of experience had more than two =evalua-.

tions.

Person Con uctinS_Evaluation

lather than the teacher, the most-important,person

involved in the evaluation- the evaluator. ,This person

has to make a judgment as to whether the teacher's perform=

ance is superior, mediocre, or poor. Also, becauie many edu-

cators assert that evaluating teachers is one of the primary

functions of the principal, this re earcher sought to-dis-

cover if this were the case in this s vey. For these rea-

sons teachers were askbd who at their chool was responsible

for evaluating teachers. It appears from Table 5 (see

page 25) that in most schools the principal alone is the

evaluator.

Forms and Procedures Used in Evaluations

Impersonal aspects of the evaluation that also have

major impact on teachers are the type of form used and the



fielation-,bbtween_NUmber-ofYeare Tau
and:Number of Evaluations 'per Yea

Tears taught in NuMber of Number of teachers
present school evaluations .haiNdsig this-nuMber

per- year- of evaluations

Percent

1 22

45

:22

11

1

2

17

17

66

'50

4



Person(s) responsible
for Evaluations

Principal

Buperiniendent

`Department head

ComMittee'of evaluators. 1

28

2

0

-Principalsand superintendent: 5..

77*

14

Total 3 k 100

various procedures used before and after the evaluation.

Because these forms vary from district to district teachers

were asked what forms and procedUres were used in their eval-

uations 'The data in Table 6 (see page 26)'show that'several

types of forms are 'used. Although no single type of form is

the most'pdpular a small majority of the evaluators used a

single type, not a combination. Those that'checked "other

described different forms.used. Among them were: "closed

form with written comments," "no formal form," "verbal evalu--

ation," and "strong and weak points listed."

As wit the forms, several evaluation procedures were

used:in the different schools. Table 7 (see page 27) shows

they procedures used'bY the:evaluators. It must also be,
A

mentioned that every respondent to this questionspecified a

combination of two or more procedures. What could-not be
,



Type.

-Table 6

f Form Used in Evaititions

, 6'

Type of sed Numbe- _ercent

Open form with rr1tten
comments

Closed form with a
checklist

Rating scales

Videotaped evaluations .

.Combinatrionstof t_wo or more
of the above

Othersingle type

10

12

27.0:

.51

8.0

0.0

32.5

aficiwn n the table were the exact combinations, and because

they were no_ a major concern of the study they:.werenOt

tabulated.

ose of. Evaluations

If evaluations are tai 'have any significance they must

sere a sPecrfic purpose. Many educational researchers agree

that the primary Purpose of eva uations is to improve instruc-

tion. Yet-in one study, based n written comments, only 25.5

percent of the teacherLreported this was the reason for

their evaluation`i. In order to determine what teachers in

the-sample-believe Is the: main- purpose of evaluations they

were asked to make a judgmel as this main. purpose.

Table 8- -(seepage 28) shows that Many,of'thp- teachers



Table 7

Pro edures.Used in !reacher Ev_lua ions

Procedures Number Percent

Preconference concerning
lesson taught

Postconference concerning the
lesson taught

Date and time of the evaluation
set by the teacher

Evaluation criteria known
the teacher

Explanation of evaluation
results

Unannounced evaluations

Teacher Signature on all
evaluations

1-.:Teacher recei +es a copy of
evalUation results

,Teacher receives.helpas'a
.result'of evaluations

6

26

27

25

40

16:

60

76

72

74

70

surveyed maintained that evaluatiohs are intended to improve

instruction. Ore teacher- co fiented. that the main purpose of

evaluations was to determine salary increases. 'E aluitions

underlie "merit ;pay raises to those of us- at the top Ofthe

master's scale.-- The get 104, pop, 500.depending on their

evaluation." Another teacher, obviously displeased with an-

evaluation-, commented, WhclAnows?-

Because evaluations.are used to detect .superi_

and:poor teaChing evaluators can suggest, way's

ed-
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Table

Teacher Perceptions of the Main Purpg
of Evaluations

Perception-

SUmuia es- to
instruc on

o improve

lr creases communication between
teachers and administrators

Improvement of the. school facilities
and curriculum

Serves as aa,, means of kee ing "good"
:teacher and removing "poor" ones

Pther

N mber

12

Percent=

40

10

10

20

20'

improve teaching. Many evaluatori probabl this, but it
is riot=:clear-how many teachers. make changes in their,teach g

after their evaluations. This.wa a-concern in this study;

hence teachers were asked. if had made ehanges in their

teaching techn qu p after their eve

five respondents to.this question,

,cations._ Of the thirty-

ighteen, or 51 percent,

of the teacherEvanswered-that they did snot make 'changes. and,

seventeen, or 49 percent, answered. that they did. One

teacher -wild said he had made changep comented: "I force

learning less and now I am able to understand students and
.)

their-mistaked-With more Insi One teacher who said he

-4.id.not-make.-any changes .wrote "The, person doing.the 'evalu-

ation'knows less-about teaching. than the teacher.



there any relation between a teacher's perception.

.the, main purpose of evaluations 'and a teacher's making ; ,

rt

allarigea in his!, teaching. techniques :after -his eVaitiation?.

Apparently there is. A further analysis of the data shows

that 6i percent of those who stated tIlat the main purpose o

evaluations was to improve instrution Made changes in their

teaching techniques. Of those who felt their evaluation

serves some other purpose 63 percent did not make any

changes in their teaching techniques. This suggests that if
evaluators seek changel in teaching technique's from evalua-

tions they shourdAuve some sort of agreement with teache

as to the purposeof evaltla ibns.

valuations as Acc- Ate Assessments Teathin

In order for teachers to find their evaluations bene-

ficial they must accept these evaluations as accurate assess-

ments.of their 'p rforMance in the classroom Evaluations are

worth little to teachers who que on their accurac r. In

order to determine whether:teache s accept the accuracy of

their evaluations, the sample was ked whether the evalu-

ations were accurate assessments of their teaching perform-

ance. Of the thirty-five respondents to tha question,

twenty-three, or 66 percent,- isserted'their evaluations were

not an accurate assessment of their teaching, and twelve, or

34 percent, asserted they were. In making negative comments

on this questiOn one teacher wrote,!k"When an administrator is.

in your room pup will react differently." Another.



of teaching p-rformance.

Do teachers make changes in heir. teaching if they

accept their evaluations as accurate asses,qments of their

teaching performance? The data seem to indicate they do.

the twelve who accepted their evaluations as accurate assess

ments of their teaching performance, 92 percent made changes

in'their teaching practices. One may infer from this statis-

tic that before,teacheri'make changes in their teaching prac-

fUations accur-.

ately reflect their teaching potentia

'Time .P_Pg_nt'by u e visOrs on Evalbati ns

A major complaint of teachers is that supervisors do

not spend enough time on.evaluatiops. Yet, amount of

time apeht on this coMpi x task of-evaluating a ,lesson may,

influence the uality of that evaluation. Do supervisors

spend enough` time on evaluations? Teachers were asked if

their supervisors spent enough time in evaluating them-. Of

the thirty-five resp29ients, twenty, or 57 percent, answered

that their supervisors:did not spend enough time in evaluat-

ing them. One teacher commented his supervisor_spent-"ehought_

time but not enough effort. How much time is-enough? As is

clear from the teachers' Contradictory responses in Table 9

(see page 31), there is no consensus among the respondents

concerning how much time is _-lough for the supervisor to

spend in evaluating teachers. The largest numbers, of both



Table 9-

A Comparison of Length and Numb of Evaluations toTeachertl Responses to the Question, "Do You Feel
Your Supervisor Spends Enough

Time. Evaluating You?"

Lengh "Yes" Percent- "No" ent

Up to 15 minutes 27 25

From 1$ to 30 minutes .27 5 25

From 30 minutes.to one hour 40 10 5

More than one hour

Total 15' 100'. 20'

positive and negative responses were froM teachers.whose

evaluations were the same length of time--from thirty min-

utes to one hour.

Teachers' Reactions to Adm afore' Use of. Evaluations

A vital concern to most teachers iS'administrators

use of their - evaluations. In order for evaluations to be

beneficial, teachers must not fear that. the results of

evaluations will be Used to:their disadvantage. Do teachers
.

have this fear? Of the thirty :six-resPonTients to this ques-

tion,- thirty-three, or 91 percelit did .-not fear. that the

results of their evaluations viereiuSed-to:!their-disadVant ge.

One teaCher:who,responded that the evaluations were used to

his disadvantage commented, "Only because there was very lit-

tle feedback for chaise."



n to Evtltation

Another factor,influencing tic accuracy tht.

,assessment in an evaluation is the teacher's reaction to the
-;.

evaluation Therefore, teachers were asked their,reaCtions

to their eiraluationt. The- results in Table 10 show'

although -many-teaclitrs welcome the opportunity. to be

ated, there are also many who are quite anxious while they

Are being evaluated.

. Table 10

Teacher Reaction. to Evaluation

Reaction Number Percent

Welcome VI opportunity to be evaluated

Controlled anxiety

Outright fear

Outright rejection of evalua

Uhaffected by evaluation

13 35

5

0

2 6

24

ons

_

Ch n.Evaluation Procedur

Teachers may .be-nOt-completely satisfied with pa= or

all of the procedures used in their evaluation and as a

result may want some changes made. The last portion of the.

questionnaire was designed to give the teachers an opportu-

city to spe fy the changes they would= like in evaluation
7

procedures. The analysis of the responses in Table 11 (see



pap, # }` r veal.s that teachers :would like tc see a wide, vart.

o changes. In writing- comments about=. these procedures

one teacher favored more discussion following evaluations
)

and -another urged the use of:a checklist in evaluations.

inference that can be,drawn from the table is that a majo

ity of the teachers falor and even welcome eluation.

ever, many teachers -hold they shoule have input n, eNalua-

tion procedure.

This completeS the:; analysis of the data.

f Chapter and the' conclusions derived from hapter 3 are

Presented' in Chapter- 4.



Table

Changes Teach ra,Say-7-11Py Fa
Evalua lan 'PrOcedurds_

Percent

evaluations

evaluations

rent evaluation for teach-
_ers with more experience

EvaIllatonAiy a teather-
`committee

gVal tion by the department
head

More time spent on evaluation

Evaluation by a coma ittee con-
sisting of-teachers, parents,
students and administrator,9

e it Cpair increased basecFon
evaluations

No evaluatiOns

Teacher input in.evalua
procedures

More objective evaluations
.

More subjectivevevaluatione_

61
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Chapter,

;MARY AND CONCLV.

The purpose of this chapter twofold. First the

procedures ised ex hg the data and the `analysis f the

d a.aresummriz Secohd, this chapter includes the cop--

-elusions derived from:Athis study.

ART Or THE ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

The teachers surveyed in this tnd r were selected,

one frOm each scheol, at random out 6 ellebraska Educa-

tonal_ Director (1976 -77). Questionnaires deAlxnewith

eleven aspects of-te4ehersw experience with, and reactions to,

.e7aluation were tent to sixty-three eachers in Northeast

Nebraskathe-area bounded, on the north and east by the Mis-

souri River, op th 'south by Nebraska highway 91 and oft the

West by.. Nebraska high ay 14. Forty of theNsixtpAhree,

resp nded

The results the anA ys s ''uf the ditA can be sum

marized as follows:

1. Most of the teachers who responded had been

ohing four-or m years ih their present sebol.

2 The 6umber of evaluatidns ranged froth none to

ur per year.

The majority of teen



minutes to one hour.-

The more years of teaOhing experience a. teacher

had the _fewereValuations made per year.

ThE principal wads usually responsible con-

ducting evaluations.

6.:-There were. a variety of fo

used in evaluations.-

d procedure

7 Teachers expressed different opinions as to the

main purpose 'of evaluations.

8. There is a positive relationship between a teat

er s perception of.the main-purpose of evaluations and a

teacher's making 'changes in his-teaching techniques`- after

his eva iaton.

-9. Many teachers Said their evaluations were not

accurate assessments of their teaching performance.

10. Teachers 'are apt to Inake changes, in their :each,,

ing if they accept their .evaltations- asbeing accurate.

11. Many teachers said evaluators did not spend

anough .time in evaluating them, but there was no consensus

as to.how much time was enough.'.
0.

12. -Most teachers did not complain that evaluations-

,

were used to their,disadvantageby administrators.

13. Teacher reactions toward evaluatiOns'weregener-
,

_Ally positive.

-Teachers urged A wide variety of changes made in
. .

evaluation procedures.

4
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CONC USION8

The analysis pf.the data presented in Chapter 3-war,

rants the following cpnclusiona.related tothe major purpose

Of this StUdy--teacher-AsseSsments of'their evaluations:

1. There is no agreement amonEteachers as to the

main purpose of evaluations.

2. There is a positive relationship between teachers

who agree that the main purpose of evaluation is to improve

instruction and those who make changes in their teaching

techniques after their evaluations.

3. A majority of the teachers do not regard their

evaluations as accurate assessments Of their teaching per-

fomance.

4.. Teachers who regard ev ons as accurate

s essmehta of their teaching performance are more likely

to make changes in-their teaching techniques. .

5. Although a majority of the teachers say their

supervisors do-not spend enough time in evaluating them,

there is. no consensus among teachers as to bow much time

is adequate.

6. Evaluations are rarely used by adm

the teachers' disadvantage.

Teachers exhibit a posi ve reaction toward

being evaluated.

8. Teachers ask. to have more input in evaluation

procedures.
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Conclusions: that can- be-tade related to the second-v

ary purpo.;e ..of this paper are:

10. The principal is chiefly responsible con-

evaluations.

Teachers with more teaching:exp iente _eoeive-

valuations.

3. Evaluations usually last ifteen

one hour.

ninutes to

,-4. There no single predominant fort USed

evaluations.

5. The most cotton procedures used inevaluations

are (a) unannounced evaluation, (b) teacher signature oh

evaluations (c) explanation:of evaluation results, and

a,copy of evalUation-,resuits given to the teacher.

6. The change inevaluation,procedures advocated by

most teachers is increased teacher input in evaluation pros

cedures.
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eat Cotteague:

I 6eee that teachers ate deeply concerned about the way they
ate being evatuated. In my tat/a with .teaches I have bound zome
who ate, quite satigied wZth theit evauation, but °them who ate
not I am attempting by means 06 the enato4ed que4tionnaike to
assess- teachet opinions 06 theft evatuatio n.s I plan to use the
data collected as a basis Got a graduate research men I am
writing at Wayne State College.

I woad appteeiate yout taking the time to out this
que4tionnaite. PLease tied. litee to add any comments you de4ine
and tetutn it in the Seq-addtessed, stomped envelope imovided.
You can be as.suned that in my paper I .6haet not identi6y any
sehoot on teacher.

I
.

shall be gitate6ut 66 put cooperation .4.n my project.

Cotdilety you us
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Please check the.number of years taught in your present uol..
1st year
2nd year
3rel year. _.

4 or mdre

2. Uow many times are you evaluated in a school:year?
:e

Twice
Three
Four or more

Which of the.following are:used in Teacher Evaluations at:yeur School?
Procedure: Teacher and Supervisor-Interaction:

A Preconference concerning the lesson taught.
D Postconference concerning the lesson taught.,"
C Date and.time of the Evaluation set by teacher.. POO!.#
D Evaluative criteria known to teachers 4o444
E --planation of evaluation 9OOtt#_
FUnannounced evaluations.. . 6*04oe.e..a.. *****'.
G' Teacher signature on:all evaluations............ 00..000
H Teacher receives a copy of evaluation results....,.....
I Teacher receives help as a result of evaluations..

Eva uator:
A Principal.. .. . . ,...... .
V,Superintendent.. . .

C Department Head-. .

15 Committee of eValtiatOes.0.00 0.06#P0;.0.@,wpg§90
Exp ainf

Evaluation Form:
A Open form with written comet!
B Closed form With,a check list
C Rating scales..

':D Video taped evaluations . . ... .. 444.4 ....,...
E . .. . . , . .

Comments:
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What -do you perceive as the main purpose of evaluations? Check only one.

A Stimulates-teaching staff to improVe instruction..... . .. ..
B Increases communication between teachers and administrators.-...
C Improvement of the school facilities and OurricUlum............
D Serves-as a means of keeping "good" teachers and removing"poor"

....... . 0 . 000 . . 00esme
E Other. ....... ......... _006.00140000 ... 0000



:How long does your evaluotio usually last
Up to 15 minutes.......
15 to 30. minutes.......
30 minutes to 1 hour...
more than 1 hour..

Explains'
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Have you made any changes in your teaching practices as a result of
your beifig evaluated?

Do you feel you evaluation is an ac accurate assessment

pe formance?

Comments:

Do you feel you isor spends enough time in evaluating you?

9 Do you feel the eau,

disadVantage?

Yee

Comments'

your evaluation are used to your
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10. Which of the following best des _hes your reaction to your
evaluation?

A Welcome the opportu y to he kValuaced
B Controlled anxiety
C- Outright . . ..........
U Outright rejection'of evaluation., ... .ow.
E Unaffected by evaluations.. . . .. .

1 Which of the following changes would you like to see in your
EvalUatiOn? check as many,as you desire)

A More evaluations
B Less evaluations........... . . 000000000006000000
C Different evaluations for teachers with

more experience.................. . *0 .. *OW00.000000
'D Ev luation by a teacher committee........ ......

;1
E Ev uatidn by the Department Head_
F More time spenton.evaluation... 0000000000
G* Evaluation by,acommitpee COnsisting of......... . ....

teachers, parents,students and administration......._
H Merit pay increases' as a result of good evaluations..
I No evaluations.... . . .

Teadher,input in evaluation 'procedures,
K More objective evaluations = -

L More.subjectiVe evaluations.. .. .

M Others:

Additional comments:.

,Please return in the enclosed _envelope as soon as possible, but no later than
November 27th.


